This paper explores the labor market and schooling effects of the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) initiative, which provides work authorization to eligible immigrants along with a temporary reprieve from deportation. The analysis relies on a difference-in-differences approach that exploits the discontinuity in program rules to compare eligible individuals to ineligible, likely undocumented immigrants before and after the program went into effect. To address potential endogeneity concerns, we focus on youths that likely met DACA's schooling requirement when the program was announced. We find that DACA reduced the probability of school enrollment of eligible higher-educated individuals, as well as some evidence that it increased the employment likelihood of men, in particular. Together, these findings suggest that a lack of authorization may lead individuals to enroll in school when working is not a viable option. Thus, once employment restrictions are relaxed and the opportunity costs of higher-education rise, eligible individuals may reduce investments in schooling. JEL: J15, J61, J2, J3
I. Introduction
Immigration reform is again the subject of heated debate in the American political system, media, and public at large. One of the most contentious issues is whether immigration reform should include a path to citizenship for unauthorized immigrants already in the United States -a population estimated to be about 11.7 million in 2012 (Passel et al. 2013) . Within this debate, special attention has been paid to whether a path to legalization should be offered to unauthorized In this paper, we exploit the implementation of DACA to revisit a topic of great concern in the immigration debatethe extent to which work authorization can affect the schooling and labor market outcomes of undocumented workers. 2
In principle, the expected impact of DACA on these outcomes is uncertain. One might expect that eligible individuals will be more likely to be employed given that the work authorization relaxes the employment constraints faced by 1 DACA eligibility rules are outlined in the Background section below.
2 Given the policy significance of DACA, interested parties have begun surveying DACA applicants to measure its impacts. Notably, Gonzales and Bautista-Chavez (2014) report that almost 60 percent of survey respondents found a new job, even though most were already at work prior to DACA. School enrollment effects are not reported. Nonetheless, lack of information on the selection of survey participants and on survey non-response rates make it difficult to compare their findings with those reported here.
undocumented migrants. However, most of these individuals might have already been working informally, in which case the work authorization granted by DACA might have little impact on their employment likelihood. 3 The anticipated effect of DACA on schooling is similarly difficult to pin down. Proponents of DREAM Act legislation have often argued that authorization incentivizes previously undocumented youths to invest more in schooling since it allows them to more fully reap the rewards of education (National Immigration Law Center 2005, Immigration Policy Center 2012). Nevertheless, undocumented youths are likely to heavily discount future earnings, and may only view schooling as a second-best alternative to working given the less stringent legal requirements to register in school. Thus, DACA could represent an increase in the opportunity cost of schooling for eligible individuals and, consequently, lead to a drop in schooling investments by individuals who already meet DACA's educational eligibility requirements. 4 Additionally, uncertainty about the continuity of the program under future administrations may have curbed its overall impacts. These ambiguities underscore the importance of examining the empirical questions we look at herein.
DACA provides a special opportunity to make these assessments because the recovery of the causal effect of work authorization on schooling and labor market outcomes is generally plagued with self-selection and endogeneity concerns. Put simply, those individuals who choose to pursue and ultimately 3 It may be seen in other labor market outcomes, however, such as wages and type of occupation.
We also explore these outcomes below. 4 This is analogous to the explanation offered in Charles et al. (2013) , who suggest that housing booms resulted in an increase in the opportunity cost of college and thus an observed drop in enrollments at community colleges. Similar effects of local labor market conditions on educational attainment are found in Evans and Kim (2008) and Black, McKinnish, and Sanders (2005) .
obtain work authorization are likely to be different from those that do not in unobservable ways that are also correlated with their labor market performance.
Thus, a naïve comparison of the labor market outcomes of individuals that have obtained work authorization and of individuals who have not will generally fail to reveal a causal impact.
We avoid these problems by adopting a quasi-experimental approach that relies on an intent-to-treat strategy and compares individuals who were eligible for the DACA program to other likely undocumented immigrants who were not eligible before and after the policy went into effect. To bolster the case that our estimates are driven by plausibly exogenous variation and simplify the interpretation, we also present results which exploit the discontinuity in a single eligibility rule. While information on legal status is not observable to us, we begin with a sample of foreign-born non-citizens and, subsequently, perform robustness checks focusing on populations more likely to be undocumented, such
as Hispanic and Mexican non-citizens. To get around the endogeneity of schooling choice inherent in the DACA eligibility rules, we also focus on youths that would likely have met DACA's schooling eligibility requirement at the time the program was announced. According to Batalova et al. (2013) , an estimated 76 percent of DACA eligible youth have earned a high school diploma or its equivalent, making this a sensible restriction. Furthermore, to alleviate any remaining concerns regarding the likely unauthorized immigration status of non-DACA eligible individuals in our control group, we also perform robustness checks that restrict the analysis to foreign-born non-citizens with more than 5 years of U.S. residency -typically the maximum duration of student visas.
Our paper is similar in spirit to the study by Gathmann and Keller (2013) , who examine the returns to citizenship in Germany by evaluating the impact of a change in program rules that affected eligibility for citizenship. More broadly, this research is also closely related to the wider discussion about the goals of immigration policy in developed nations and how labor market outcomes vary with migrants' legal status (see for example Zimmermann 2005a and 2005b) . In this case, however, we explore the returns to obtaining a two-year reprieve from deportation and work authorization relative to the counterfactual of remaining unauthorized -a more relevant policy concern in the United States today owing to its large population of undocumented immigrants. In this sense, our study also shares much in common with the literature examining the impact of legalization under the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) on immigrants' labor market outcomes (see for example Rivera-Batiz, 1999; Kossoudji and Cobb-Clark, 2002; and Amuedo-Dorantes et al., 2007) . Of course, one important distinction between IRCA and DACA is that the latter favored relatively young and educated immigrants. Thus, one might expect the schooling impacts of legalization which were under-studied after IRCA to be of greater interest under DACA. Given the uncertainty surrounding the continuity of DACA, as well as the millions of undocumented immigrants that have arrived in the two and a half decades between the two reforms, one may also question whether similar impacts should be expected.
We find that, despite the short time period that has elapsed since the enactment of DACA, the policy has already had a significant impact on eligible individuals. In particular, we find evidence that the program reduced the probability of school enrollment of eligible higher-educated individuals and that it increased the likelihood of employment among eligible men. Together, these results suggest that undocumented individuals may over-invest in education in the absence of legal work permits, so that when a program such as DACA is implemented, employment outcomes may improve while school enrollments fall. This is consistent with an increased opportunity cost of college education for eligible individuals once DACA went into effect.
The paper is organized as follows. Section II describes the DACA program in greater detail, focusing on its enactment, eligibility requirements, as well as on its application and approval rates. Section III describes the data and presents summary statistics on the sample used in the analysis, while Section IV outlines our empirical strategy and Section V presents our findings on the impact that DACA is having on the schooling and labor market outcomes of eligible undocumented youth. We also present the results of a separate identification strategy where we exploit only the age at arrival eligibility criterion to simplify the results and interpretation. We find that the impact of DACA on eligible individuals is similar regardless of the empirical approach, thus suggesting that our main results are driven by exogenous variation. In Section VI, we perform a series of robustness checks to: (a) confirm the lack of pre-existing trends prior to the implementation of DACA; (b) ensure that we are likely dealing with undocumented immigrants and DACA-applicants by focusing our attention to individuals with characteristics of actual DACA-applicants (such as their state of residency, ethnicity and time in the United States) and, lastly, (c) experiment with different assumptions regarding the effective date of treatment. Finally, Section VII summarizes our main findings and concludes the paper.
II. Background
As mentioned above, DACA's roots are closely tied to DREAM Act proposals, which preceded DACA by over a decade. Nevertheless, the timing and political context in which DACA was announced cannot be overlooked. Its origins lie in the lead-up to the presidential election in late 2012, which resulted in a battle for Latino votes in the face of a potential alternative to the DREAM act presented by Mr. Obama's challengers (Wallsten 2012 Batalova et al. 2013) . Figure 1 shows the number of approved DACA cases in the year after applications were first accepted in August 2012. As highlighted in the figure, only 1,687 cases were approved in September 2012, whereas in excess of 28,000 were approved each month thereafter (U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services, 2013). Hence, except in some robustness checks, we define the Post-DACA period as October 2012 onwards.
III. Data and Descriptive Statistics

A. Sample Considerations
To evaluate how DACA is impacting the schooling, employment and wages of eligible youth, we use individual micro-level data from the monthly As our focus is on the impact of DACA on schooling investments and labor market outcomes of eligible youth, we limit the sample to working-age individuals who were asked about schooling in the CPS -namely 16 to 24 year olds. Furthermore, since one of DACA's eligibility requirements has to do explicitly with schooling, we must also ensure that our estimate of the impact of DACA is not confounded by any selection into schooling. With that aim, we further restrict our sample to individuals 18 to 24 years old who likely met the DACA schooling eligibility requirement as of its announcement. Since we do not have information on the year in which respondents earned their high school degree or GED, we assume the vast majority did so by age 18. Focusing on 18 to 24 year olds ensures that the schooling and employment related impacts of DACA we observe are not driven by individuals' decision to pursue schooling in order to qualify for deferred deportation itself and the potential endogeneity issues which that implies. 6 Additionally, it encompasses the broadest group of DACA applicants, who are on average 20 years old (Wong et al. 2013) .
One useful feature of the CPS is that it contains information on the type of occupation in which respondents are employed. We make use of these data by grouping occupations into high and low-skill occupations. 7 This classification will enable us to test whether DACA permitted eligible individuals to move into higher-skill occupations-where verification of legal status and higher compensation may be more likely. On the other hand, DACA may have reduced eligible individuals' tendencies to get a high-skilled job if they rushed into getting a job and placed their plans for a post-secondary education on hold.
B.
Capturing Undocumented Immigrants and DACA Applicants 6 Our results are substantially similar if we use a slightly older age cut-off and restrict the sample to individuals ages 20 to 24 with a high school or GED degree. Nevertheless, we present the results for the larger group of 18 to 24 year-olds with a high school degree or GED to preserve sample size.
7 For example, we place "computer and mathematical sciences occupations" in the high-skill category and "food preparation and serving related occupations" in the low-skill category. The full classification of occupations into high-and low-skill can be found in Appendix Table A1 .
One important limitation of the CPS is that it lacks sensitive information on individuals' legal status. Consequently, it is reasonable to question whether the ineligibles in our sample consist of an undocumented control group, especially
given that the undocumented are traditionally less educated than the sample we work with. As such, some may be concerned that the control group may be made up of individuals who immigrated with the purpose of getting an educational degree in the United States, as is the case with F1 and J1 visa holders. 8
To address this concern, in a series of robustness checks, we further restrict our attention to a group of immigrants previously shown to be a good representation of the most likely unauthorized. In that regard, Passel and Cohn (2009, 2010) show that almost three-quarters of unauthorized immigrants are Hispanics, with Mexican-origin individuals comprising the majority of the population of unauthorized immigrants (almost 60 percent). Therefore, we also perform the analysis for Hispanic non-citizens and, subsequently Mexican noncitizens.
An additional concern when assessing the impact of DACA using the CPS is that we do not observe actual participation in the program. Thus, some may question whether the DACA-eligible treatment group we identify is actually representative of DACA applicants. Note, however, that our treatment group not only fulfills a collection of DACA eligibility requirements, but also displays demographic characteristics that align with the ones reported of DACA 8 Foreign students with F1 and J1 visas are allowed to stay in the United States for the duration of the academic program they are admitted to, which is typically listed in the arrival-departure Form I-94 (now automated). If no specific date is listed in the I-94 Form, their admission stamp will indicate: "D/S" (duration of status), and they will be allowed to stay in the United States as long as they are pursuing a full course of study (12 units for undergraduates/8 units for graduates per semester) and making normal progress toward completing their academic program. The I-20 for F1 students and the DS-156 for J1 students tell exactly how long the academic program will take. applicants. The latter include having arrived in the United States at an early age, holding at least a high school degree, and having long U.S. residencies.
Still, in robustness checks, we experiment with restricting our attention to non-citizens residing in states with large populations of DACA applicants, 9 as well as focusing on Hispanic and Mexican non-citizens -a particularly useful trait as the vast majority of DACA applicants are Hispanic and close to three-quarters of them were born in Mexico (Singer and Svajlenka 2013) . Note that, while all these restrictions bring our sample in line with those individuals who applied for DACA, they also increase the likelihood that both eligible and ineligible individuals in our sample are undocumented immigrants. As such, restricting our sample to individuals with DACA-applicant characteristics will not only narrow the control group to a group that is more likely to be undocumented, but also narrow the treatment group to a group that were actually granted authorization under DACA.
Finally, some may be concerned with using the October 2012 cut-off date, as it was neither the DACA-announcement date nor its implementation date. To address this concern, we also experiment with using the DACA announcement date of June 2012, as well as the DACA implementation date of August 2012 (at which time applications were first received), as the onset of treatment. As both of these alternative treatment dates come before the October 2012 treatment date we use in most of the analysis, results observed under these alternative dates support the interpretation that the announcement and implementation of DACA resulted in changes in behavior consistent with the anticipation of the work authorization that would later be granted.
C. Descriptive Statistics
Table 1 displays some of the characteristics of the likely unauthorized group under analysis: foreign-born non-citizens ages 18 to 24 with a high school or GED degree that was likely earned prior to the announcement of DACA. It splits the sample by eligibility status before and after DACA, allowing us to compare the samples of eligible and ineligibles before DACA went into effect.
As can be seen in Table 1 , there are differences across these so-called treatment and control groups. Nevertheless, they are tied to the characteristics shaping eligibility in the first place. For instance, prior to DACA, eligible individuals were slightly younger (20.7 versus 22 years of age), had spent significantly more years in the United States (12 versus 4.6 years), and had arrived to the country at a much younger age (8.6 years of age versus 17.4 years of age) than their noneligible counterparts. Because of the aforementioned differences in the eligibility criteria, it also makes sense that the two groups would differ with regards to their likelihood of being married and the number of children they might have.
However, differences in other demographic characteristics, such as race and gender, as well as in the characteristics of the states where they reside, are smaller. Still, the analysis will explicitly account for all these characteristics and for unobserved heterogeneity through state fixed effects and state-specific time trends. In addition, we perform a number of robustness checks using restricted samples that are much more alike in terms of some of the more distinct dimensions, such as age, age at arrival and the corresponding time in the United States. Table 1 , it remains to be seen whether the relatively strong results on schooling and employment seen in these summary statistics will survive once we account for their demographic characteristics and for state-level variation. The regression analysis presented below explores this question.
IV. Methodology
Our main aim is to learn about how DACA is changing the schooling investments and labor market outcomes of eligible undocumented youth relative to those of similarly undocumented youth who prove ineligible for deferred deportation. With that aim in mind, we estimate the following benchmark regression:
( difference-in-differences estimate will inform on the returns to the two-year reprieve and work authorization granted by DACA. As is true for all differencein-differences estimators, this strategy assumes that the treatment (DACAeligible) and control (undocumented DACA-ineligible) groups would have maintained parallel trends in the absence of treatment (DACA). While this assumption is ultimately untestable, we provide support for this assumption by testing for pre-existing trends between treatment and control groups to ensure that the deviations we observe did not occur prior to the implementation of DACA.
V. The Impact of DACA on Schooling and Employment Outcomes
A. Main Results
To assess the impact that DACA has had on the schooling and labor market outcomes of eligible undocumented youth, we estimate equation (1). As noted earlier, our sample is composed of foreign-born, non-citizens between the ages of 18 and 24 years-old with at least a high school degree or GED. 11 In the robustness section, we also present results for Mexican-born non-citizens and
Hispanic non-citizens, as the latter groups are more likely to be unauthorized. the probability of being enrolled in school, we find that the policy generated significant effects. Specifically, the program reduced the probability of school enrollment by 11.7 percentage points or by approximately 28 percent relative to 11 While we limit the sample to a more educated group for reasons noted above, some may nevertheless be interested in results for the full sample without the restriction on education, particularly given that undocumented immigrants are likely to be less-educated. Thus, we present results of estimating equation (1) on the full sample without the schooling restriction in Table A2 of the appendix. Note that an additional control for schooling level is added since the sample includes both higher-and less-educated individuals. As can be seen from Table A2 , results are substantially similar to those in Table 3. the overall average. Similarly, the likelihood of being enrolled in school full-time decreased by 11.5 percentage points or 33 percent relative to the overall average.
At the same time, DACA was associated with an increase in the employment likelihood of 9.5 percentage points or 17 percent relative to the overall average. 12
The fact that all three estimates are of similar magnitude suggests that eligible youths are dropping out of full-time schooling in order to take advantage of employment opportunities once permission to work is granted under DACA. It should also be noted that the two-year reprieve from deportation and work authorization does not appear to have significantly affected working hours, wages or the type of occupation held by eligible individuals.
Some may be concerned that these estimates look especially large given that they are intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates and participation in the program is not directly observed. To address this concern, we compare the number of first-time eligible individuals were not availing themselves of the program and of the legitimacy of the empirical approach in that context.
B. Focusing on the Age at Arrival Eligibility Criterion
As the constructed measure of DACA eligibility is comprised of a collection of characteristics, it is useful to simplify the analysis and thus confirm that the impact of DACA estimated herein is driven by plausibly exogenous variation. To do this, we further exploit the discontinuity in one exogenous requirement determining eligibility for DACA -namely the immigrant's age at arrival in the United States. 13 We do this by estimating equation (1) Results of this analysis can be found in Table 3 , Panel B. Despite working with a significantly smaller sample, we continue to find that DACA appears to have reduced schooling investments, although the positive impact on the likelihood of being at work is no longer statistically different from zero. Point estimates are also somewhat larger than those found using the larger sample. This is to be expected given that we have restricted our attention to those who narrowly received benefits and those who were just denied thus making the comparison between treatment and control groups all the more striking. 13 We are unable to exploit the discontinuity in age at the time of DACA's announcement (eligibility requirement number 1 above) because the survey only asks schooling questions of respondents between the ages of 16 and 24.
VI. Robustness Checks
A. Support for the Parallel Trends Assumption
As noted above, the main threat to our empirical approach is whether there existed differential trends in the schooling and labor market outcomes of eligible and ineligible youths prior to DACA that may be falsely attributed to the policy.
To investigate whether that is the case, we construct indicators for each of the three years prior to DACA, interact them with the indicator for DACA eligibility, and include these interaction terms in regression (1). 14 If there were pre-existing trends that could account for the DACA effect observed here, we would expect these placebo interaction terms to produce statistically significant coefficients in the same direction of the DACA impact discussed above. The results of this test are documented in Table 4 , Panel A.
The main findings regarding the impact of DACA on the schooling and employment outcomes of non-citizens prevail, with no statistically significant placebo interaction terms. It is also reassuring that the DACA point estimates are similar to the ones noted in the main results, despite the inclusion of the placebo interaction terms leading up to the true DACA period. Thus, we can be reasonably confident that the schooling and employment effects discussed above can be attributed to changes that occurred in the DACA period and not to preexisting trends.
To offer further reassurance that the results are not driven by a long trend prior to DACA's implementation, we further restrict our sample to a shorter window around DACA's implementation, ranging from January 2005 through the end of our sample in March 2014. 15 We find that there is no statistically significant impact of the pseudo-DACA indicator interacted with the eligibility indicator. This is consistent with no pre-existing trend between eligible and ineligibles driving the results.
Additional support for the parallel trends assumption, as well as justification for the interpretation that the DACA policy is driving the schooling and employment results, is offered in 
B. Capturing Undocumented Immigrants and DACA Applicants
As recognized above, one limitation of the data is that it does not allow us to observe whether individuals are undocumented nor whether they have actually been granted a DACA reprieve and work authorization. While our sample already displays many of the traits characteristic of DACA applicants -including being close to twenty years old on average and having a high school degree (Batalova et al. 2013 , Singer and Svajlenka 2013 , Wong et al. 2013 , one way we can address the aforementioned concern is by further restricting our sample to a group of immigrants with some of the known traits of DACA applicants and undocumented immigrants. Since the vast majority of DACA applications were ultimately approved, this also increases the likelihood that our estimates not only measure DACA-eligibility, but actual DACA take-up.
Thus, in Table 5 , Panel A, we start by narrowing the main sample of highly-skilled non-citizens to those residing in one of the top nine states with the most DACA applicants. Note that this also happens to be a group of states with large populations of undocumented immigrants (Passel and Cohn 2009).
Furthermore, the average age at arrival and U.S. residency for this sub-sample are, respectively, fourteen and seven -in line with the young ages at arrival and long U.S. residencies of DACA applicants (Singer and Svajlenka 2013) . Once again, we observe how DACA was accompanied by a decline in the likelihood of being enrolled at school and being enrolled full-time of approximately 11 and 9 percentage points, respectively. And, while the estimated impact of DACA on the employment likelihood lies just below the threshold for statistical significance, its magnitude (about 9 percentage points) is similar to the one in Table 3 , Panel A.
As an alternative robustness check that we are capturing both likely unauthorized migrants as well as DACA applicants, we next focus our attention on Hispanic non-citizens -a group more likely to capture unauthorized immigrants and DACA applicants (Passel and Cohn 2009, 2010; Singer and Svajlenka 2013) . These results, displayed in Table 5 , Panel B, continue to show a statistically significant decrease in the likelihood of school enrollment. However, the observed decline in employment probability is no longer statistically significant at conventional levels. Still, the magnitudes of the estimates remain similar to those in Table 3 , Panel A. Table 5 goes further to restrict our sample of Hispanic noncitizens to those with 5 or more years of U.S. residency to address any remaining concerns regarding our control group and whether it includes foreign students.
Panel C of
Despite the significantly smaller sample sizes, the results in Panel C continue to show evidence of a drop in the likelihood of school enrollment and full-time school enrollment, although the impact of DACA on the employment likelihood is not statistically significant in these smaller samples.
Lastly, we experiment with restricting our sample to just Mexican noncitizens -an ethnic immigrant group that is the most likely to be unauthorized and accounts for the vast majority of DACA applicants (Passel and Cohn 2009, 2010;  Singer and Svajlenka 2013). On average, this group arrived in the United States when they were 12 years old and have resided in the United States more than 9
years. As shown in Table 5 , Panel D, we observe a drop in the likelihood of being enrolled in school full-time (-10.4 percentage points) that is statistically significant at the 10 percent level; but possibly due, in part, to the significantly smaller sample, we find no statistically significant impacts on the remaining labor market outcomes.
C. Robustness to Treatment Assignment Date
As noted earlier, the CPS does not contain information on DACA participation or when DACA approval was received. Assigning a later date may bias our estimates if some DACA-eligibles were actually treated before we assume them to be. To address that concern, we test the sensitivity of our results Table 6 suggest that anticipation of benefits under DACA were an important factor in the estimated responses captured in Table 3 , Panel A.
D. Heterogeneous Effects by Gender
Finally, we decompose the main sample by gender to take into account the fact that employment patterns of male and female immigrants, in particular, are somewhat different and thus may display different responses to policy interventions. The results on the sub-sample of men are presented in Table 7 , Panel A, while those for women can be found in Table 7 , Panel B. We find evidence that, after October 2012, DACA-eligible men experienced a reduction in their school enrollment and full-time enrollment likelihood, at the same time they increased their employment likelihood. All three of the latter estimates (-0.095, -0.077 and 0.100, respectively) are close in magnitude to the estimates for the overall sample. While women appear to experience similar impacts based on their point estimates, only the effects on the likelihood of being enrolled in school and full-time school enrollment (-0.119 and -0.143, respectively) are statistically significant at conventional levels. Therefore, it seems that the main impact of DACA has been to reduce enrollment in higher education for eligible individuals, regardless of their gender. It also seems that DACA raised the employment likelihood of men, not women. However, we cannot rule out that the point estimates for men and women are statistically different. Finally, the two-year reprieve from deportation and work authorization does not yet appear to have significantly affected working hours or the wages earned by either men or women.
VII. Summary and Conclusions
President Barack Obama announced the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) initiative on June 15, 2012. The initiative, which first began to approve a significant number of cases in October 2012, was intended to provide eligible youth with a two-year reprieve from deportation and work authorization to allow them to come out of the shadows and enjoy better educational and labor market outcomes. In this paper, we rely on data from the Current Population Survey to gauge the impact that DACA has had on the schooling, employment and wages of eligible youth.
Despite some expectations that DACA would result in increased motivation to pursue higher education, we find that DACA significantly reduced the likelihood of school enrollment and full-time school enrollment of eligible youths who had already earned the schooling credentials required for DACA. In addition, there is some evidence of an improvement in the likelihood of employment among DACA-eligible males, suggesting that the potential labor market returns to authorization today might outweigh any additional returns to higher education to be felt further down the road. This behavior is consistent with an increased opportunity cost of college education for DACA-eligible individuals once DACA went into effect.
In sum, our results suggest that a lack of authorization inhibits undocumented individuals from efficient use of their time, which in this case manifests itself by an over-investment in schooling. Thus, once employment restrictions are relaxed, as with the implementation of DACA, eligible individuals may actually reduce their investments in schooling. It is worth noting, however, that our focus has been on the immediate, short-run impacts of DACA on schooling and labor market outcomes. Its long-run outcomes may differ. For instance, if large-scale immigration legalization efforts are realized, general equilibrium effects may ultimately reduce the opportunity costs of schooling and mitigate the drop in school enrollment observed here. Therefore, further analyses examining long-term impacts of the policy are warranted. Notes: Standard deviations are in brackets and standard errors are in parentheses. All regressions include a constant term. Additionally: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; and *** p<0.01. The number of observations is listed on the third row corresponding to each outcome. Notes: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. Other covariates include: gender, race (white and black), marital status, indicators for age, years in the United States, number of children, educational attainment (more than HS), an indicator for whether the individual resides in a state with any of the following immigration enforcement measures: E-Verify mandate, omnibus immigration law or a 287(g) agreement, a separate indicator for residing in a state granting in-state tuition for undocumented immigrants, and state-level unemployment rates. Additionally, all specifications include state fixed effects, month-year fixed effects, and state-specific linear time trends. Standard errors are clustered at the state level. 
